Dear Harry, 5/16/90 

As I told you a few moments ago when you phoned, at the moment my mind is over- 
loaded with special probeims, medical and legal. And I'm not a lawyer although on A-idqJ 
I'll be making on I am. Eiat makes me nervous now and I not only have these immediate 
matters on my mind, I can't really concentrate on what you Want. So, this while Dil is 
making copies for me. 

I think that on the basis of what he cannot deny, ■ a umes l greatest weaknesses are, 
aside from competence in forensiz medicind, his destruction of anything at all and Ms 
contradictory accounts of what he destroyed. 

Any destruction was proMbited by Navy regulations. Those same regulations pro- 
hibited the transfer of the records ..nd required their preservation by the Navy. (He can't 
be held to account for the latter, however) 

I no longer have my clippings. They and a much better collection are at the Univ. 

Wise., Wrone. But all the media immediately after the Dallas doctors' press conference 
reported their statement that the President was shot in the front of the neck, from the front. 
Humes does cite the Washington Post in Ms proctocol on something else, so why did to not 
cite it on a shot from the front? 

1 know Ms story is Jhat to phoned Perry the next day to learn whether he'd per- 
formed a tracheostomy but tMs is a lie because he knew as soon as the body reached the 
Mavy Hospital and was removed from the casket. 1'Ms is in ttje Sibert-O' Neill report that 
I use in Post Mortem, p. 534:" ...it was alsokpparent that a tracheotomy had been .per- 
formed..." lifton's misues of tMs very paragraph leads people away from the above 
quotation from it. So, what did he really phone Perry about? The probability is the 
reports, quoting Perry and Clark, that JFK w^s shot from the front. 

But if he does not break the interview off, keep asking him why he had to ask 
about the ftrach. when he knew about it and told the FBI agents, the only way they could 
know. It was "apparent". 

In your ar^ pix and X-rays, what are required to be taken and did he take all 
that were required to taken? He didn't have all that should have been taken or to 
did not tell the truth, as I recall it, and took some not accounted for. 

In what position was the body when to had the back photographed? (Pick tMs up 
from Po 3 t Mortem. He had to know that in the prone position the photograph would show the 
rear back wound about two inches Mgtor than when he was sitting and the shoulderblade 
did not force the wound to appear Mgtor than it was. I still recall the local radiolo- 
gist telling me that the scapula "is the floatingest bone in the body." 

Has to read any of the Commission testimony? Carrico's? Didn't ^arrico twice 
testify that the front neck wound was above the sMrt collar? Then how can to insist 
that anything exited through the collar and tie? Has to seen the pictures of the shirt 
collar and tie since he testified to the Commission? Can the damages to either or both 
haVe been aused by anything exiting there? Of course not! I ttonk I gdde Ho^ert a good 
print of what I published in PM that I got from Maeindienst but if to doesn t have zxe 
it I can lend you one. % pictures of the necktie are not 'as good but you can borrow 
them. 

Is to familiar with emergency procedures with such injuries? Dok they not require ^ 
that in the interest of time such things be cut off? Ms is the facto -hey/ did he --C t 
have reason to believe that the damages were caused not by a projectile but by a scalpel? 
Particularly when the Dallas doctors, in rhe paper he read anc^ ited, said that> front neck 
wound was caused by a shot from the front. tl'm continuing ii)h disorgaMzed way because 
tnere isn't enough time to return to what takes precedence now before we leave for supper.) 

o 

My thinking is that if you get him rattled and he does not break it off to will be 
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rattled and may say something other than he has said. 

.as I told you when we spoke, there is a cliain of possession on his notes and I 
think you should have a set of them. You can copy them from the hook or from my copies 
if you do not have them. Show them to him, including his own certification, then refresh 
his recollection of his Warren Commission testimony, then go to his HSCa testimony and 
ask him to reconcile them. His Commission testimony is that he destroyed the draft of 
the autopsy and my reconstruction from his testimony is that he did this when he learned 
that Oswald had been killed, or when he knew there would be no trial. The draft of the 
proctocol is not his "notes." aside from what legal light he had to destroy anything at 
all, does lie not know, from his forensic training, that he had to keep the basis for the 
proctocol? He had to for the Navy and he had to for any investigation, and he sure as heil 
knew that there would be some investigation*, So, why g oes ha dissemble on the notes? 

and if he said, us he did, that his reason was to hide the blood and fluids on the paper, 
why did he then not destroy all of the paper with blood and fluids on it? The Boswell 
head chart, which exists and from which I had copies made, I mean the original, has these 
deposits on it and he did not destroy that. 

in the few minutes before we leave I switch to Boswell. I told you to remind me 
about Hichard ^e vine's story in the Baltimore Sun. I'll start an account of that now because 
he interviewed Boswell and Boswell, whether or not in consultation with others, has to have 
decided that what he told Levine was good stuff that should get out. What then happened 
is that the identical story was carried by AP before the Suni could appear and Levine 
accused me If tipping AP off. I didn t Sjieak to AP and didn^t make any suggestions to any- 
body. Obviously, -*■ would not have prepared Levine to interview Boswell and then leak what 
Boswell anid to anyone else. I can give you more on this but what Boswell said that 

sticks in my mind is his explanation for the correct information he said is not correct 
on the bidy chart, the location of the read back wound. #e said that if he'd had any 
ryhson to beloeve that he hadispc to be careful he would not have been careless and that 
he had been careless and made an error in this location. The fact is that he did not 
any error, that his locating of tills wound is authenticated by the death certificate, which 
the Commission had, did not use, and it or tlie arc: live a hid fay musfiling it. It is 
authenticated by Barkley's authentication of it that I published in PM. If he does not 
just break the interview off he can' t wriggie out of this. Even a candidate medical student 
ean^t not know that an autopsy requires precision whatever the purpose of an autopsy and 
a forensic one .even more so. At the time he prepared that chart he had to expect a pro- 
secution in which the autopsy would be quintessential evidnce. \ 

It went against me in court yesterday. The juage held that what happened to me was 

unjust and I should appeal, as I will. But tliat means I have to get on it promptly so I 

won t be able to add much to this. First, I think that Humes and Boswell will be unwilling 
o e interviewed. But if they agree, I skggest tliat you interview each twice or pick the 
the one more important to you to interview first. I suggest that with each you begin easy, 
not going into what will^.et their backs up, or lay a predicate for the second interview in 
which you do go after them. They have too much to lose by being interviewed and nothing 
to gain. ...I did not know you are preparing a videodocumentary but tliat makes no difference 
to me. co ihere is the credibility problem of those Lifgon interviewed and if you use them 
lor you to have credibility you have to get around that some responsible and honest way. I 
do not know how you can do this absent some means of getting them to recognize and then admit 

what he did to them. Ur at least one you can use as a model. Hastily 5/19, 

I'll keep a copy of t/jis and of your reminder letter so we can, if you'd like, return 
to this in the future when the immediate pressure is off me. 



